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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

This paper is submitted in response to the final Office Action dated January 24, 2006 and 
includes a Request for Continued Examination ("RCE") pursuant to 37 C.F.R. 1.1 14. At the 
time of the Office Action, claims 1-4, 6-18, 21-34, 36, and 37 were pending in the application. 
In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected all of the pending claims under 35 U.S.C § 1 12, first 
paragraph. The Examiner also rejected claims 1-4, 9-18, 25-34, 36 and 37 under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent Publication No. 2004/0164530 to Sunabashiri 
("Sunabashiri"). The Examiner rejected claims 1-4, 6, 10-18, 21, 25-34, 36, and 37 under § 
102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,736,422 issued to Nakanishi ("Nakanishi"). 
The Examiner rejected claims 1-4, 8-18, 23-34, 36, and 37 under § 102(e) as being anticipated by 
U.S. Patent No. 6,371,5 12 issued to Asano et al. ("Asano"). Finally, claims 7 and 22 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nakanishi in view of U.S. Patent 
No. 6,851,707 to Bakhsh et al ("Bakhsh"). 

Applicants also note that, prior to submitting this paper, an informal response was sent to 
the Examiner for her consideration regarding the amended claim language contained in this 
paper. Applicants would like to thank the Examiner for reviewing this informal response. After 
this informal response was submitted, the Examiner indicated, via telephone with Applicant's 
attorneys, that the proposed claim language would likely overcome the rejections under § 1 12. 
However, after her initial review, the Examiner indicated that the present claim amendments may 
not be sufficient to overcome the prior art rejections. However, Applicants believe that when 
considered in conjunction with the present arguments, this amended claim language renders the 
claims patentable over the cited art. Favorable consideration is respectfully requested. 

L Claims 1-4, 6-18, 21-34, 36, and 37 are Rejected Under 35 U.S.C 112 

The Examiner rejected the pending claims under the written description requirement of § 
1 12, first paragraph. Specifically, the Examiner asserted that the phrase "and is then secured in 
place" was new matter in violation of § 1 12. As a result of this paper, this phrase has been 
removed from the claims. Accordingly, Applicants believe that this amendment overcomes this 
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rejection. Moreover, the Examiner indicated via telephone that this claim amendment did 
overcome this § 1 12. Accordingly, formal withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully requested. 

II. Rejections Based Upon The Prior Art 

As noted above, the Examiner rejected the pending claims based upon the prior art. 
Specifically, independent claims 1, 15, and 31 were all rejected under § 102 as being anticipated 
by Sunabashiri, Nakanishi, and Asano. Applicants respectfully traverse these rejections. 

It is well settled that a "claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in 
the claim is found, either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference." 
MPEP § 2131 (quoting Verdegaal Bros, v. Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 
USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987)). "The identical invention must be shown in as complete 
detail as is contained in the . . . claim." Id. (quoting Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co., 868 F.2d 
1226, 1236, 9 USPQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989)). In addition, "the reference must be 
enabling and describe the applicant's claimed invention sufficiently to have placed it in 
possession of a person of ordinary skill in the field of the invention." In re Paulsen, 30 F.3d 
1475, 1479, 31 USPQ2d 1671, 1673 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

In the present case, claims 1,15, and 31 have all been amended to recite that the first 
panel has at least one first pleat formed by "doubling a portion of the material of the first panel 
back upon itself twice such that there are two folds in the material of the first panel." Similarly, 
claim 15 has been amended to additionally recite that there is a second pleat added to the second 
panel, the second pleat formed by "doubling a portion of the material of the second panel back 
upon itself twice such that there are two folds in the material of the second panel." Support for 
these amendments is found throughout Applicant's specification, including Figures 2-5 and page 
1 1 , lines 9- 1 6 and page 1 4, lines 8-11. 

This claim language, however, is not taught by any of the cited references. Rather, the 
references, as indicated by the Examiner, simply teach a "fold" in the airbag such that both 
sheets of the airbag bend about 180°. See e.g., Sunabashiri, Figure 3. These "folds" are different 
than the "pleats" of the present claims in that the present claims require that the material be 
doubled back upon itself twice such that there are two folds in the airbag material — i.e., one fold 
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so that the material bends about 180° and then a second fold such that the airbag bends about 
180° again. This "two-fold" structure actually arranges the first panel, such that throughout the 
pleat, there are three layers of the first panel stacked adjacent to each other. See e.g., Figures 2-3 
of the Application (which shows the three layers of the first panel stacked together to form the 
pleat). Nowhere in the "folds" of the cited references do they teach this structure in which three 
layers of the first panel are stacked adjacent to each other within the first pleat. Accordingly, for 
this reason, the "folds" of the cited references do not satisfy the plain language of the "pleats" of 
the present claims. Accordingly, these references do not teach all of the limitations of the 
present claims and the currently-issued anticipation rejections should be withdrawn. 

This "two-fold" structure of the pleats, during inflation, will "open into at least one first 
bulge that changes the deployment trajectory of the inflatable curtain." See e.g., claim 1. This 
limitation is likewise not taught or disclosed by the cited references. As taught by the 
specification, the pleat of the present claims will bulge outward during deployment. Because the 
pleat has these extra layers of material, there is extra material which can be inflated during 
deployment. Accordingly, the addition of the pleats means that there is extra surface area and 
extra volume in the inflatable curtain at the location of the pleats than there is at other, non- 
pleated portions of the airbag. Accordingly, when the airbag becomes unpleated, this extra 
volume will result in a "bulge" — i.e., a swelling or protrusion — that extends outwardly from the 
inflatable curtain. 

On the other hand, the inclusion of "folds" in the cited references does not produce these 
"bulges." Rather, because there is no extra material in the fold, the volume of the inflated airbag 
will be the same at the fold as it is in other portions of the airbag. Thus, while this folded area of 
the airbag may inflate first (as asserted by the Examiner), this folded area of the airbag will not 
produce a bulge that has a greater volume than other parts of the airbag. Accordingly, for this 
reason, the cited references do not teach nor disclose "bulges" as taught by the present claims. 
Accordingly, these references do not anticipate the present claims and withdrawal of these 
rejections is respectfully requested 

With respect to the rejected dependent claims, it is well settled that if an independent 
claim is patentably distinct from the cited reference, then all claims that depend from that 
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patentable independent claim are likewise patentable. See MPEP § 2143.03. As described 
above, independent claims 1, 15, and 31 are patentable. Accordingly, dependent claims 2-4, 6- 
14, 16-18, 21-30, 32-34, 36, and 37, which are claims that depend from claim 1, 15, or 31, are 
likewise patentable. Withdrawal of these rejections is respectfully requested. 

III. Conclusion 

Applicant respectfully requests that a timely Notice of Allowance be issued in this case. 
If there are any remaining issues preventing allowance of the pending claims that may be 
clarified by telephone, the Examiner is requested to call the undersigned. 



Date: April 24, 2006 

Autoliv ASP, Inc. 
3350 Airport Road 
Ogden, Utah 84405 
Telephone: (801) 625-4994 



Respectfully submitted, 




Reg. No. 37,788 
Attorney for Applicant(s) 
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